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@  Tbird United Naliom Conforence on lhe Law ofrhe 
s  .. 
President. - The next item is the report by Mr Gillot 
(Doc. 1·725/79) on b<half of che  Legal Affa;,, Com-
miaee on the need (or and definition of  a common po· 
sition for adoption by the Member States of  the Com-
munity :n the Third UN .Conference (9th session) on 
the Law  of the  Sea and  on the p.trtkip:uion by  the 
Community in  its  own  risht in  the  agreemenu to be 
conduded :n the end of  the Conference. 
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Mr Gillot, rapporteur.  - (F) Mr President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the ninth session of the Third United Na-
tions Conference on the Law of the Sea opened on 3 
March.  Both  the  scope  of its  work - the  establish-
ment of the  legal  regime  for  more than  70 %  of the 
surface of this  planet - and  the  number of partici-
pants- about 150 states- make this conference de-
finitely one of the most important of this half century. 
The official goal is  for the states to adopt a single in-
ternational convention covering all  aspects of the  use 
of the sea,  for whatever purpose: economic,  military 
or scientific.  It was  not possible to achieve this in  the 
first eight sessions, but thanks to the work of  ~he Con-
ference,  the  international  Law of the Sea has  under-
gone a  radical change after centuries of resistance to 
reform. 
The traditional Law of the Sea was based on the con-
cept of freedom; in  the name of this freedom,  almost 
all  the world's oceans were placed under the regime of 
the high seas, areas of sea in  which ships of any state 
were free to navigate, to fish or to undertake scientific 
research. The most important exception to this princi-
ple  was  the  existence of territorial waters  limited  to 
three nautical  miles,  and  another exception more re-
cently introduced into international law related to the 
n'gil~e of the continen.tal shelf, where the coastal state 
had sovereign rights over' exploitation and exploration. 
This traditional Law of the Sea proved unable to cope 
with the .rapid development of fishing and mineral ex-
traction techniques, which seemed likely to result in  a 
decrease in  numbers, or indeed in  the disappearance, 
of certain species and posed the problem of the delimi-
tation of the continental shelf.  · 
Finally,  uncontrolled  freedom  in  the  exploitation, 
which  has  now  become  possible,  of polymetallic  no-
dules  in  the ocean deeps seemed  likely to result in  a 
monopoly by sonie industrial countries. 
The radical  reform affecting the  Law of the Sea ori-
ginated  in  the objections  raised  by the Third  World 
countries, which challenged the traditional concept of 
freedom  and are demanding the introduction of new 
law based  on the organizational principle concerning 
the appropriation and exploitation of sea areas. Lastly, 
a  new and major concern entailed further change: the 
protection of the marine environment, which is  partie-· 
ularly threatened by the  development and  conditions 
of hydrocarbon transport, too often the cause of unac-
ceptable marine pollution. 
In this context, the interests represented at the Confer-
ence gave  rise  to two sorts of division:  the  first  be-
tween  the  great  industrial  maritime  powers  and  the 
developing  countries  (group  of 77);  the  second,  be-
tween the coastal and land-locked countries. 
While the wishes of the latter have scarcely been con-
sidered,  there  has,  on  the  other hand,  been  a  com-
promise  between  the  Third World countries and  the 
industrialized countries on the extension of the  rights 
of coastal states over the sea areas around their coasts: 
limits  of  territorial  waters  extended  tO  twelve  miles 
and establishment of a so  called 'economic' zone 200 
miles wide in  which these states would have sovereign 
rights confined to the exploitation of resources. In ex-
change for these rights, freedom of navigation would 
be guaranteed in  this economic zone and in  the inter-
national straits. 
On the other hand, the discussion on the exploitation 
of the deep sea bed has reached deadlock; the system 
. designed to be operated in parallel by the Enterprise of 
the  future  International  Authority  on  the  one  hand 
and the states and private enterprise on the other has 
in  fact  been  challenged  by  the  Group  of 77,  which 
wants a  single system  in  which  the  International Au-
thority, which they would control thanks to their au-
tomatic majority,  would  be  given  wide  powers.  This 
deadlock is  now the major obstacle to the  successful 
conclusion of the conference. 
The Member States of the European Community and 
the  Community  itself  are  directly  concerned  by  the 
work of the Conference, and on 13  May 1977 the Eu-
ropean Parliament already adopted a  position on Mr 
Bangemann's comprehensive report dealing with these 
problems, but the recent opening of a  new and possi-
bly decisive session of the Conference makes it  neces-
sary for this  Parliament elected by universal suffrage 
to reexamine the situation and tO take up a clear, defi-
nite  position.  It was  at  the  instigation  of the  Chris-
tian-Democratic Group that the four competent com-
mittees  got down  to work so that this  House could 
adopt its position and make it known before the open-
ing  of the  ninth  session.  I  deplore  the  fact  that  the 
crowded agenda for the last plenary part-session did 
not allow this. 
The  main  aims  of the motion  for a  resolution which 
has  been  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  Legal  Affairs 
Committee, as  the Committee responsible, are: - to 
point out the prime importance of problems relating to 
the Law of the Sea and to define what is at stake at the 
Conference  not only  for  the  industrialized  countries 
and the Third World countries, particularly those with 
which .the Community is  associated through the Lome 
II  Convention, but also for the Community itself and 
for  its  Member States;  to  define  the  legal  basis  and 
procedures for Community action and to set out the 
prerogatives and areas which come under the jurisdic-
tion  of the  Member States, on  the one hand, and of 
the Community itself on the other. 
It points out the need for the Community to  partici-
pate in  its own right in the agreements to be concluded 
in  areas in  which the Member States have transferred 
their sovereignity to the Community and the need for 
Member  States  to  coordinate  their  action  on  other 
questions, even when these are not within the scope of 
the EEC Treaty. 208  Debates of the European Parliament 
President 
Finally, the motion lists  the problems facing both the 
Community and the Member States at the Conference. 
It  states or restates the common positions of the Mem-
ber States, omitting any reference to problems which 
are irrelevant to the work of the Conference or unnec-
essarily contentious. 
It specially mentions: 
- the need for a babnce between the concepts of ap-
propriation and of freedom'of navigation, exploita-
tion and research; 
- the  major  problem  of the  International  Sea  Bed 
Authority.  It  is  essential  that  the  Community 
should  participate effectively  in  this  Authority. Its 
powers must be clearly defined and strictly limited 
and. its  enterprise  must not be  subject  to a  privi-
leged regime; 
- lastly,  the  adequate  control  of  marine  pollution, 
which current events are, unfortunately, constantly 
bringing to our attention. It is  imperative that this 
urgent  problem  should  be  the  subject  of appro-
priate international provisions and very strict con-
trols, particularly on oil tanker traffic. 
These are the main  considerations which guided  me, 
as  rapporteur, and the Committee responsible. Before 
I finish I would like to point out a purely formal error 
at the end of paragraph ·10.  In  the last  line  the  refer-
ence to the forwarding of the resolution to the chair-
man of the Third UN Conference should be  deleted 
because this .is  not custOmary and might make the task · 
of the Community representatives more difficult. 
I therefore request that the vote be  on the text before 
you,  minus  the  words  'and  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Third United Nations Conference on the  Law  of the 
Sea', that is,  the end of paragraph 10. 
Finally, I feel  it should be mentioned that the observa-
tions of the other committees referred to for an opin-
ion were taken into consideration. 
·The Committee  o"n  Economic and  Monetary Affairs 
expressed  its  agreement with  the principles  set out in 
the report of the Legal Affairs Committee and Intends 
to submit a specific report on the economic aspects of 
the exploitation of the sea bed  to  this  House before 
the  summer.  The  concerns  of  the  Committee  on 
Transport are incorporated in  the motion for a resolu-
tion. Lastly, the opinion of the Committee on Agricul-
ture  is  taken  up  in  the  motion  as  far  as  protection 
against  pollution  is  concerned.  With  respect" to  the 
proposals on fisheries  policy,  the Legal  Affairs  Com-
mittee considered it appropriate to include these in an 
annex, which is  also subject tO  the vote of Parliament 
and has of course the same authority as  the resolution 
itself. 
In  concluding this statement, may I  exp~ess my  hope 
that,  as  in  the  Legal  Affairs  Committee,  which  ap-
proved  it  unanimously,  there  will  be  general  agree-
ment in this House on a motion for a resolution which 
tries to take account of the legitimate concerns of the 
Community  and  its  Member  States  in  this  crucial 
problem, which goes far beyond ideological or politi-
cal differences. 
President.  - I call Mr Megahy, on behalf cif  the So-
cialist Group. 
Mi Megahy.  - Mr President, on  behalf of the  So-
cialist Group I would  like  tO  congratulate  Mr Gillot 
on the clear, comprehensive summary he  has  given of 
an  extremely  complicated  and  intricate  matter,  the 
Convention on the Law of the Sea. If due regard were 
given  to the prime importance  of this  subject for the 
future  development of this  world  it  would  not,  per-
haps, have been scheduled for this time of the evening. 
I  appreciate  that  in  terms  of the  competence of the 
Community, it  may not be the most important subject; 
but  certainly  in  terms  of  national  cooperation,  of 
trying to deal  constructively with  the many problems 
of the sea, then this  must rank as one of the most im-
portant topics which we have consider~d. 
It was,  I  think,  rather jokingly  said  in  the  Socialist 
Group when I was asked to be  spokesman on this sub-
ject, that the reason  for  it was that if you  lived  any-
where in  the United Kingdom you must b.e  an  expert 
on the Law of the Sea. Well I  live  in  West Yorkshire, 
about as  far as  one can  from either coast' I can cer-
tainly speak as an international lawyer, however, ahd I 
think it  is  very interesting to note that as  regards the 
developmein of the Law of the Sea, my one nation has 
been intimately concerned with both aspects of this -
that  which  Mr  Gillot  referred  to  before,  dealing 
mainly with freedom of navigation, and that which is 
preoccupying the  Conference on the Law  of the  Sea 
which  has  been  taking  place  for  the  last  six  years, 
which deals essentially with the way in which the natu-
ral  resources of the sea  may be exploited. I think that 
increasing attention is being given to the vast resources 
of the  seabed  which  are  capable  of being  exploited, 
and to the necessity to find  international agreement on 
the ways in which this can be done. 
I think we have seen a remarkable example of consen-
sus  politics during the last six  years, when something 
like  ISO  nations have been meeting in the United Na-
tions, attempting to hammer out, not by majority vote 
but by reaching a consensus, the very big differences 
that  exist  between  them,  between  the  industrialized 
and the  non-industrialized world, between the coastal 
state and the non-coastal state, in  a search for a com-
mon agreement. 
Mr Gillot did say that he hoped this House would re-
ceive  his  report  unanimously,  as  the  Legal  Affairs 
Committee .did, and would send it  to the Council. It is 
not the  intention of the Socialist Group to move any 
amendments to this document. I myself would say that 
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there may well  be  differences  of emphasis  at various 
points in  the report that we would like tO  make, with-
out necessarily disagreeing with the formal  text.  And 
here I should like to mention one or two points which 
I think ought tO be highlighted. 
One of the  points  raised  in  this  document concerns 
support for the EEC itself to be a signatory tO the final 
Convention, something that is  fully supported by this 
House. I  am  not always  seen  in  this  House to be  an 
enthusiast for extending the competence of the EEC, 
but it most certainly does seem logical that if the var-
ious nation States of the Community have surrendered 
part of their sovereignty to the EEC, one cannot ob-
tain a satisfactOry Convention which does not involve 
the  signature of the  EEC itself in  those aspects,  and 
only  in  those  aspects, of course,  which concerns the 
Community as  such, leaving other matters to  be  dealt 
with by the nation States. 
There is  just one question, not so much a categorical 
statement, that I would like tO  raise as it interested me 
on  looking through the text. It concerns the kind  of 
procedure that ought to be used  with regard  to  dis-
putes.  Near the end of Mr Gillot's explanatory state-
ment he refers to the fact that the EEC should choose 
only  one  of  the  four  methods  of  settling  disputes 
which  were mentioned  because, he  asserts - and he 
well  may be correct in  this, I am  not necessarily chal-
lenging it  - for example, the International Court of 
Justice would not accept the EEC as  being within  its 
competence. I would be  interested to hear whether or 
not it would be possible finally to get the 150 States to 
accept  the  EEC  as  a  party  tO  the  Convention;  and 
whether it would not also be possible, having obtained 
that much agreement between the nation States, to get 
a further agreement that all  of the methods of arbitra-
tion  open  tO  the  other  nation  States  would  also  be 
open  to  the  EEC.  I  realize  that  there  may  well  be 
practical reas.ons why that could not be  done. 
Turning to the point that Mr Gillot mentioned, which 
I think. is  tremendously important, that this Law of the 
Sea·Conference represents a dialogue between the de-
veloping and the industrially developed world, I think 
that one of the important by-products of this  confer-
ence has been the contribution that it has made to get-
ting the various nation States of the world in different 
degrees of development round the table to look at and 
to solve joint problems. I would hope that the way in 
which this has been carried out over the years will  be 
an example to us in  many Of the other problems which 
we will be facing in future. 
With one part of the  co~ments of Mr Gillot I should 
like to take issue. That is  his reference to the work of 
the International Seabed Authority, where he says that 
the  work of  thi~  authority  must  be  strictly  limited.  I 
would hope that its work is  notso strictly limited,  Mr 
President, as  to make it  impossible for it to carry out 
its  functions effectively. I recognize, of course, that as 
in  most of the matters that have been discussed so far, 
agreement  is  only possible  by  means  of compromise, 
and that in the beginning there were very considerable 
differences  between the Third World  and the indus.-
trialized countries about the nature and extent of this 
Authority and the powers that it should wield. Whilst I 
accept that the result of that compromise is  that there 
should  be  freedom  for the enterprise  itself  and  free-
dom for other bodies to act, I think that it is  important 
to  recognize that no dual  system  of this  kind  could 
function  if  the  seabed enterprise were not to possess 
the technological and financial capacity to function ef-
fectively  as  an organ of exploration and exploitation. 
We should see that this body does have sufficient pow-
ers not only for this purpose, but also to allay the fears 
of many of the developing countries that the western 
industrialized  States  may be  trying to carve  up, as  it 
were, the  exploration of the  seabed  to their own ad-
vantage. I feel  it is  important, therefore, that this body 
should  have  sufficient  powers to operate properly on 
an international scale. 
One of the significant features of the Conference has 
been the development of the exclusive economic zone, 
and I would welcome the attempt in  Mr Gillot's report 
to strike  a  balance  between  the rights  of the coastal 
States to prevent, reduce and control pollution and to 
regulate marine scientific research, and those of other 
States who are anxious to advocate free access to wa-
ters. 
The Socialist Group  in  particular,  and  I  believe  that 
other of my colleagues will mention this, welcomes the 
emphasis on the protection of the marine ·:nvironment 
and the need to ensure that there are effective powers, 
both in  the coastal States and in  the intenational au-
thorities, to deal with questions of the marine environ-
ment.  Although  this  is  mentioned  in  the  report,  it 
could perhaps have been more strongly emphasized. 
Those  are  the  major  points  I  wanted  tO  make.  Of 
course, as  the  Conference has  been going on for six 
years,  a  last-minute  intervention  by  this  Parliament 
will  not necessarily make a  major contribution to  the 
solving  of difficulties.  Nevertheless,  I  think that it  is 
right  that  Parliament,  which  after  all  comments  on 
practically  every  matter  that  concerns  this  planet, 
should  make  its  contribution  to  this  very  important 
subject,  because  as  a  group  of  nations  we  are  very 
much  concerned with  the  kind  of decisions  that  are 
taken  here.  They are  going  t6  be  far  reaching  deci-
sions:  they are going  to  affect  us  industrially,  politi-
cally and  in  many other ways.  I  hope that the repre-
sentatives cif  the Commission who are at this moment 
in  the United Nations looking at this matter, will  take 
to heart the points that I have made and that within a 
year or two we will see the satisfactory conclusion of a 
United Nations Convention guaranteeing freedom of 
the seas and laying down an effective international re-
gime to deal with  the  research, development and ex-
ploitation of the seabed resour~es. 
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behalf of the  Group  of the  European People's  Party 
(CD Group). 
Mr  Janssen  van  Raay.  - (NL)  Mr  President, 
should  like  to  congratulate  Mr  Gillot,  as  I  already 
have  in  the Legal Affairs Committee, on the splendid 
work he has done and his excellent legal report on the 
Third Conference on the Law of the Sea in America. 
Unfortunately, I must follow up these friendly words 
by  making  for  the  second  time  today,  some  rather 
acerbic comments on ourselves, the  European Parlia-
ment.  During the debate on  the ASEAN cooperation 
agreement, I expressed, on behalf of the Christian-De-
mocratic Group, my regret .that,  although the matter 
had been  on  the  agenda,  before  the signature of the 
Kuala Lumpur agreement, we ourselves had - to  my 
mind, wrongly - caused  it  to be  postponed. We -
that  is,  the  Legal  Affairs  Committee  and  the  three 
other committees- have all  been in a hurry to get the 
Gillot Report ready by the beginning of this  confer-
ence.  Here again,  we  h~ve - in  our perhaps  under-
standable  parliamentarY  zeal  - got  involved  with 
world problems which in  fact lie  outside our ·sphere of 
competence. As  a result, we have neglected to keep up' 
to date on things which are our concern. 
At the  end  of his  speech,  Mr  Megahy  pointed  out 
that, when a conference has been going for six years, a 
last-minute intervention may  not have much effect on 
the  final  result.  Strictly speaking,  he  was  quite  right, 
but the aim of those who tabled this motion for a reso-
lution  was  first  and  foremost to  put pressure  on the 
nine Member States to formulate a common Commu-
nity position. Viewed in this light, there is  indeed some 
point in  the motion for a  resolution, as  is  particularly 
clear from the text of the motion itself. 
B~fore  I  proceed  any  further,  let  me  say  that  the 
Christian-Democratic  Group  will  be  voting  for  this 
motion for a resolution. So much for my first point. 
There are, however, a  number of differences between 
the text we adopted unanimously in committee and the 
original  motion  for  a  resolution,  and  my  Group  re-
gards these differences as  a  step  in  the wrong direc-
tion.  We shall  refrain  from  tabling  any amendments, 
and we shall be voting for the motion as  it stands, but 
we  regret  that the final  text of the  resolution  omits 
what the original text had to say about close coopera-
tion with the United States. 
I should like  to point out to the Member of the Com-
mission. that we for our part would welcome this CO\)p-
erauon. 
This is  not so much a political consideration as  recog-
nition  of the fact that the  United States of America, 
just like the Member States of the European Commu-
nity,  has important shipping interests. The fact is  sim-
ply that many of the other countries taking part in this 
Conference on the  Law of the Sea do not have  such 
worldwide  shipping  interests.  The  point  we  wish  to 
emphasize  is  that  freedom  of  navigation  through 
straits  must  be  maintained.  That  is  a  vital  interest 
which the Member States of the European Community 
share  with  the  United  States  of  America,  among 
others. 
We  are  particularly  conscious  of  the  fact  that  this 
Third Conference marks the end of the era of my fa-
mous  17th  century  compatriot  Hugo  Grotius.  It  is 
thanks to  the principle he  formulaq:d  in  the standard 
wotk Mare Liberum that the seas - unlike airspace -
have in  fact always been free, and we have all  profited 
enormously from this. 
While  I  appreciate  that the  era  of Hugo  Grotius  is 
now past,  this  does  not  mean to say  that we should 
give up our determined efforts ·to safeguard what re-
mains of the principles he set out. What I have in mind 
in  particular - although I  am  sure that Mr Klinker-
borg will  be  referring to this  point a  little later - is 
what the Committee on Transport says  in  its  opinion 
about  straits  which  are  of  vital  importance  to  our 
economies and thus to our prosperity. In  this respect, 
we  must be  unanimous  in  our  determination  to  see 
that freedom of navigation is  maintained and that we 
do not become dependent on sovereign States adjacent 
to these straits. 
A second point that was deleted from the original text 
of the motion for a resolution was the reference to the 
International  Labour  Organization.  We  regret  this 
omission  too. We believe  that some  attention  should 
be devoted to the working conditions of the organiza-
tion  concerned.  Here  again,  the  fact  that this. para-
graph  has  been  omitted  does  not  mean  to  say  that 
nothing should be done on this point  . 
.  Looking through the rest of the  motion for a  resolu-
tion, I do not think I am  going too far in  saying that 
what is  at stake here is  the very future of mankind and 
the preservation of shipping as we know it. 
What we are concerned with here is  of the utmost im-
portance, not only for Europe and the United States 
but also for all  those countries which are.·in  a position 
to exploit the natural resources in  the seabed. That is 
why we wanted to bring this matter once again to the 
attention of this House via Mr Hoffmann's motion for 
a  resolution. That is  why we wholeheartedly support 
this motion, and that is why- as  I said -we  shall be 
voting unanimously tomorrow in  favour of it. 
President.  - I call  Mr Moreland to speak on behalf 
of the European Democratic Group. 
Mr Moreland. - Mr President,  speaking  on  behalf 
of the  European  Democratic Group - or I suppose, 
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speaking as  the European Democratic Group, having 
taken over the Liberal Party as well - I should like to 
congratulate the  rapponeu~. We intend to support this 
report wholeheartedly, and  if  I  have  a  few  words of 
criticism  they  are  really  of  minor  importance. when 
compared to the overall praise we should like to give. 
I  share with Mr Megahy one unique thing this even-
ing, and that is  that both his  and my group happen to 
have  chosen  as  spokesman a  Member of this  Parlia-
ment who represents an area as  far away from the sea 
as  is  possible  in  the United Kingdom. Perhaps this  is 
the best credential for speaking this evening. 
I want to speak primarily about the proposals relating 
to  shipping.  I  understand  from  this  report - and  I 
quote from page 32  of the English edition - that its 
main  object  is  to  emphasize the  need for a  common 
position at the  Law of the Sea Conference. This  is  a 
point  that  I  would  like  the  Commission  to  develop 
when it, as I hope it will do, responds this evening, be-
cause  it  is  my  understanding  that  the  competence 
within  the  Commission  on  the subject of shipping  is 
very  limited  when compared with  the  competence  in 
the  Member States.  I  must therefore emphasize  that 
when it  comes to the subject of shipping,  I hope that 
the negotiating will  primarily be  done by the Council 
rather than by the Commission. That is  not, of course, 
to  say  that  the  Commission  should  not build  up  its 
own expertise on  shipping, but perhaps this  is  a little 
premature at this time. The whole·  constitutional posi-
tion  of the Commission  in.  these  negotiations and in-
deed in  its  relations to the future authorities that might 
be devised is, in fact, an area of great uncertainty. 
I noticed with interest that in paragraph 34 the rappor-. 
teur emphasizes that the  main  problem for the  Com-
munitv in  relation  to the  proposed International Au-
thority  is  exactly  how  it  would  participate  in  the 
institutions of the  proposed Authority and  its  opera-
tional organ, the 'Enterprise'. Perhaps this is  a  matter 
which the Commission could enlighten us on. 
Naturally, my own country has  a dominant interest in 
shipping as  the leading shipping country of the Com-
munity, and there is  perhaps a  temptation to say that 
we  might  on  occasion  be  a  little  worried  about  the 
common position, in  that we might be working on the 
basis of the  lowest common denominator and  down-
grade  the  expertise  that  we  obviously  have  in  the 
United Kingdom. If I  may put it  this way,  I  wonder 
what negotiating on the Law of the Sea might be like 
under, .shall  we say,  a  Luxembourg  presidency; that 
·might well  seem a questionable procedure to us.  This 
is,  I think, an area that does need to be  tidied up,  not 
just in  relation to the present negotiations but also  to 
future representation on the constitutional bodies that 
may be devised. 
I  strongly  support this  report  in  its  emphasis  on  the 
· right of navigation. This is  a very important principle, 
which is  going to be  under pressure from those in  the 
Member  States  and  elsewhere  who  are  obviously 
going to want to lay down environmental limitations. 
Once  the  Law  of the  Sea  Conference  has  come  to 
~orne conclusion, I hope our negotiating position will 
be that any change  .due to environmental pressure can-
not be  decided on by  an  individual  coastal state,  but 
must  be  agreed  by  the  appropriate  authority:  in  this 
case I presume it would be the International Maritime 
Government Organization. 
There are  two other matters  I want to touch on this 
evening.  The first,  in  connection with  shipping,  con-
cerns  the  approaching  membership  of  Greece.  Ob-
viously,  one of the subjects  we  are going to be  con-
cerned about at this conference is  the whole question 
of safety at sea,  and I think we  have to face  the fact 
that the reputation' of Greek shipping is  not exactly of 
the best as  regards safety at sea. We must therefore not 
let down the rest of the world by  allowing a  country 
within  the  Community to  have  bad  regulations con-
cerning safety at sea which  might endanger other in-
dependent States. Having said that, I want to make it 
quite clear that in  this  connection we very much wel-
come  the  entry of Greece  into  the  Community  be-
cause, if  I may say so  as a representative of the largest 
shipping nation of the Community, it does give us and 
the  whole  subject  of  shipping  a  little  more  weight 
within  the  Community.  This  brings  me  to  my  final 
potnt. 
I was very pleased to see that the opinion of the Trans-
port Committee touches  upon  the  question of access 
to  Community  shipping  waters  for  the  fleets  of the 
Comecon countries. The way in  which the Comecon 
countries have undermined our shipping is an unquali-
fied  disgrace,  and  it  is  time  the  Community  fought 
back at the Comecon countries, who are very deliber-
ately undermining not just our shipping but our road 
haulage and our whole transport network through de-
liberate  undercutting and other undesirable practices. 
When we talk.of rights of navigation within the Com-
munity, I wonder how many rights of navigation there 
are  around, shall  we  say,  the  coasts  of the  Comecon 
countries. So this is  a  matter where we have to  be  on 
the alert. 
I  understand - and  perhaps. again  the  Commission 
can clarify the situation - that on this whole question 
of the  balance  between  rights  of navigation  and  the 
natural concern of countries to have some coastal en-
vironmental protection, there is now substantial agree-
ment at the Law of the Sea Conference and it  is  un-
likely  that  this  subject  will  be  considered  in  depth 
again. The section of our report relating to transport is 
therefore perhaps to some extent outdated. I say  that 
with  pleasure,  because  if  there  is  agreement this  is  a 
very welcome step indeed. 
We support this report. I must say that I disagree with 
Mr Megahy in  that I would like  to see  the EEC as  a 
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think this  is  yet  another case  where the countries  of 
Europe working together can achieve more for the in-
dividual  countries of Europe than if they work sepa-
rately.  It  is  a  clear  case  where  the  existence  of  the 
Community can be of benefit. We are, in other words, 
working for the Law of the Sea and not for the law of 
the jungle. · 
President.  - I call·Mr Chambeiron. 
Mr Chamheiron. - (F)  Mr President,  the  Commu-
nist and Allies  group attaches great importance to the 
objective  of  a  comprehensive  convention  being  pur-
sued· by  the Third Conference on  the  Law of the Sea'  . 
which opened on 3 March in New York. 
This involves the  possibilities  opened up by technolo-
gical  progress with  regard to prospecting and exploit-
ing the sea bed, which is  not, however, accessible to all 
countries; it  involves defining governments'  authority 
over  the  various  zones,  in  particular  the  respective 
roles of territorial waters, the high seas and the exclu-
sive· economic zone; there is  also the question of joint 
management of the high seas, regarded as the common 
heritage of all  mankind, and lastly a multitude of ques-
tions relating to transport and security problems, such 
as  the possibility of creating demilitarized peace zones 
- which we advocate for the Mediterranean and the 
Indian  Ocean - or again the problems of pollution. 
You  are  aware,  Mr President,  of the  importance we 
attach to this political problem, since it was the timely 
initiative taken by my colleague Mrs Leroux which led 
this House to agree to hold a debate tomorrow morn-
ing on the latest onslaught of pollution to  afflict the 
coast of Brittany. For all  these reasons, reforming the 
law of the· sea is  dearly a very important stage in  de-
veloping new international relations and in particular a 
new international economic order. 
In this field  of the law of the sea, as in the field of en-
ergy, or raw materials, we  are  convinced of the  need 
for  changes  to  grant  the  developing  countries  their 
rightful place and gradually move towards the exten-
sion  of  national  jurisdiction  on  the  part  of  coastal 
States to the zones adjacent to their coasts, at the ex-
pense of the old rule of the freedom of the seas, which 
is  no  more than ·the  freedom of the strong to impose 
their law on the weak. 
In view of the working methods that have been tried, 
involving the grouping together of States with varying 
interests, and in view of its objective of a comprehen-
sive convention, this Conference confers on each Sta.te 
full  responsibility for formulating demands which fit  in 
exactly  with  its  individual  characteristics.  Obviously 
France,  because of the  form  of its  coastline,  with  its 
5 500  km  of coast,  because of the structure of its  in-
dustry, 30% of which is involved with the sea, particu-
larly  ship-building  and  ship-repairing  - which  it 
seems  unlikely the Community can  defend the deve-
lopment of at a conference in  New York while organ-
izing the running down of this  industry in  Brussels-
and lastly because of the pattern of its  external trade, 
three quarters of which is  carried by sea, has major in-
terests to defend in  the context of this Third Confer-
ence. 
We know how decisive our contact with the sea 'is  in 
ensuring  our  economic  independence,  and  w~ shall 
not slacken in. our efforts to defend the existence and 
development of shipping under the French flag, which 
is  threatened  by  the  Community's  restructuring poli-
cies and by the policy of enlargement. We regard it as 
most important that the specific nature of each coun-
try's  own  demands  should  be  put  forward  clearly, 
without being restricted  by  the fragmentation of au-
thority or of responsibilities which would result if  the 
Community were to be represented at the Third Con-
ference on the Law of the Sea and to speak on behalf 
of  the  nine  Member  States.  Moreover,  the  marked 
lack of enthusiasm shown by  a large number of coun-
tries  with  regard  to  participation by the  Community 
alongside  the  national governments demonstrates the 
danger of debasing the commitments entered into by 
our respective national governments in  the eyes of the 
international community. 
Experience has shown that it  is  unrealistic and danger-
ous to deny national realities. Indeed, national realities 
are  objectively  of great· importance.  In  the course of 
the  Caracas  conference  in  197 4,  common-interest 
groups were formed on the basis of the objective inter-
ests of particular States. We thus saw the United King-
dom joining the group of 25  coastal States  including 
Canada,  Australia  and  Chile.  The  adoption  by  the 
countries of the Community of a common position at 
each  stage  of  the  negotiations,  as  proposed  in  Mr 
Gillot's report, can only mean restricting the scope for 
negotiation  offered  by  the  comprehensive  nature  of 
the future convention and accepting the lowest com-
mon denominator. 
Finally,  I should like  to stress that I suspect this  pro-
posal conflicts with the provisions of Article 116 of the 
Treaty of Rome, which  does not seem  to  me  to au-
thorize the Community to take joint action in connec-
tion with such  international cGnferences.  For this rea-
son  we  are  unable  to support the conclusions  of the 
Gillot report. 
Personally, I  must say that if I  had  at any time  been 
tempted  tq  vote  in  favour  or  to  abstain,  certain 
speeches with their NATO-oriented overtones or cer-
. tain  remarks  which  reminded  me  of the  Cold  War 
would  have  persuaded  me· otherwise. This is  why we 
shall  not be voting for  Mr Gillot's motion, as  it gives 
the  Community new  powers  which  we--are  not  pre-
pared to grant. 
President.  - I  call  Mr  Klinkenborg  to  present  the 
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Mr  Klinkenborg,  draftsman  of  an  opinion.  - (D) Mr 
President, ladies and gentlemen, I should like to begin 
by saying how  much the Committee on Transport re-
grets  the  fact  that we  should  now be  discussing  this 
subject on  13  March, when  it  has  been  known for  a 
long time that the 9th session of the Conference on the 
Law of the Sea would be  reopening in  New York on 3 
March. This too may be an indication of how the Eu-
ropean Parliament sees its role, and I should like to as-
sociate myself with ,the  criticism voiced by Mr Seeler, 
who came to the same conclusion in  another report. A 
lot of things  that are  treated  as  a  matter of urgency 
here seem  to me to be  no more than  pseudo-urgent, 
and because of all  the  'urgent' business,  a  lot of the 
things  we  should  be  talking  about  are  in  fact  neg-
lected.  By  so doing, we are effectively missing an op-
portunity to take a  stand on the  important questions 
which it  is  up  to  the  Community to deal  with in  the 
interests of the people of the Community. 
I should therefore like to express once again the Com-
mittee on Transport's regret that, despite a procedural 
motion, it was not possible to get this subject  discussed 
during  the  February  part-session.  That  would  have 
been  the  last  chance  before  the  9th  session  of  the 
Third  Conference on  the  Law  of the  Sea  got under 
way to reiterate the views of the European Parliament 
on the  questions  down  for  discussion  at the  confer-
ence.  Given  the  situation  in  Europe,  the  European 
Parliament's  views  inevitably  differ  on  some  points 
from those of the Member States. 
The opinion I am  here to present today is  concerned 
exclusively  with  the  transport  aspects  of the current 
Conference,  and  it  is  against that background that I 
should also like to comment on what has been said  so 
far in this debate. 
Firstly;  let  me  point  out  most  emphatically  that  the 
opinion of the Committee on Transport v.ras  arrived at 
unanimously. 
Secondly, Mr Moreland knows very well, as a member 
of the  Committee  on  Transport,  that the committee 
has  long been deeply concerned with the question of 
shipping safety,  and  that we  have  repeatedly  pressed 
the  Commission  to  give  us  answers  to  the  questions 
which have emerged from our discussions in  Commit-
tee. 
Thirdly, the most important question the Community 
will have to tackle and resolve in  the next few years is 
that of its  relations with the State-trading countries. I 
take your point,  Mr  Moreland,  but  we  must  be  ex-
tremely cautious in  our approach to this problem, and 
we  must  tackle  each  point  on  its  merits.  This  is  not 
something we can deal with at one fell  swoop. 
It will take a great deal of hard work from the special-
ist committees before we  can arrive at a policy which 
will  do justice to the magnitude of this  problem. I say 
this just by  way of an  aside since, as  I said earlier, my 
job is simply to present the opinion which is concerned 
with  the  transport  aspect  of the  Conference  on  the 
Law of the Sea. I shall be  brief, Mr President, because 
I am not convinced that what I have to say will be  im-
. proved by constant repetition of this or that point. 
We realize that shipping is  the most difficult aspect of 
all  in  the search for a common European transport po-
.licy. The Committee on Transport's demands, set out 
as conclusions to the committee's opinion, for freedom 
of navigation and minimum restrictions on navigation 
in  territorial waters and contiguous zones are,  in  the 
committee's  opinion,  indispensable  conditions  which 
the governments of all  the Member States could, and 
indeed  in  their  own  interests  must  adopt.  Conse-
qu"ently  it  is  only logical for  us  to take the view  that 
the Council  of Ministers  should  authorize the  Euro-
pean  Community  to take part in  the  Conference  on 
the Law of the Sea.  It  is  of prime  importance to  the 
merchant shipping fleets of the European Community 
that the Community as  such should have a joint nego-
tiating position to defend its  interests  in  the formula-
tion  of documents with  due  regard  for  the  freedom 
and security of shipping, energy conservation and the 
protection  of  the  environment.  Because  of  its  eco-
_nomic strength and its dependence on trade, the Euro-
pean  Community is  highly vulnerable  to a  restrictive 
policy  on  shipping.  The  Community's  shipping  fleet 
acounts for almost 20 %  of world  merchant shipping 
- in  terms  of tonnage - and  this  share will  be  in-
creased considerably by  the accession  of Greece. The 
Community therefore has a duty to protect its own in-
terests,  not only for  reasons  of transport policy,  but 
also  in  view  of the  volume of its  external trade. The 
need is  all the more pressing because the maritime in-. 
· terests of the European Community have never before 
been  so  seriously threatened by  the practices indulged 
in  by certain maritime nations. Shipowners are having 
to  contend with  dumping,  flag-of-convenience  fleets 
.and merchant fleets  from  the State-trading countries. 
The  European  Parliament  has  always,  I  think,  been 
-aware  of this  problem,  and  the  Council  would  have 
been well  advised  to pay more attention to the  many 
reportS which have been produced on the subject. 
In view of the terms of reference of this opinion, there 
is  no need for me to go into the details of this complex 
subject yet  again,  especially  as  the  members  of the 
Committee  on  Transport  gave  high  priority  to  the 
whole  problem  of  shipping  in  their  plan  of  work 
drawn ·up  on  30  October 1979. We would simply re-
iterate  that the  Community's shipping  interests  must 
be  safeguarded  within· the  framework  of  the  Third 
Conference on the Law of the Sea,  and the first step 
must be for the Member States of the Community to 
show more solidarity: In specific terms, so long as  the 
Commission is  not responsible for conducting the  ne-
gotiations, that means there must be  regular consulta-
tions between the Member States and that a common 
position must be worked out on every single point, so 
that the Community can speak with  one voice  at the 
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Transport, our aim  must be to make the  Community 
as such -as  well as the individual Member' States - a 
party  to  any future  international  conference  on  the 
law of the sea. The committee endorses Mr Gillot's re-
port. As  I said earlier, its opinion was reached unani-
mously, and we would beg the House's approval for it. 
(Applause) 
President. - I call Mr Ferri. 
Mr Ferri, chairman of  the Legal Affairs Committee. 
(I)  Mr President,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  am  aware 
that at this  late stage in  the debate I  cannot presume 
too much  on the  patience and the attention of those 
present in  this House. But as  1 believe  that everyone 
present here now, or at least the majority, are  keenly 
interested in  the problem which we are dealing with, I 
shall ask for a few more minutes of their attention. 
I  had intended to  speak very briefly  in  order to  give 
credit first of all  to our rapporteur,. Mr Gillot, for the 
excellent work he has done in committee·and which he 
set out before us  so brilliantly a short while ago in  this 
House. Similarly, I wished to give  thanks to everyone 
who has spoken, in  the hope, which I too shared, that 
the conclusiv~ vote on this report might be unanimous. 
But the speech which we  listened to a short while ago 
on  behalf of the French  members of the  Communist 
and Allies  Group which was  made by  our friend  Mr 
Chambeiron,  obliges  me  - I  think - precisely  be-
cause of  my  capacity  and  my  responsibility  as  chair-
man of the  Legal Affairs Committee, to provide some 
clarification.  · 
Mr Chambeiron is  raising very sensitive issues when he 
says  that he  only wams  to  give  us  some idea of the 
contents of the report and one or two parts of the re-
solution  which  is  justified  by  the  report,  but that in 
fact  there  is  a  definite  tendency  to  give  the  Com-
munity responsibilities and tasks which go beyond the 
text of the treaties and which in  a certain sense would 
undermine the independence and the autonomy of the 
. individual Member States and the individual nations in 
the  extremely  difficult  and  sensitive  negmiations 
which have been going on for some years at the Con-
ference on the Law of the. Sea. 
Ladies and gentlemen, I want to make it quite dear-
what is  more this is  stated very clearly in the report-
that  the  rapporteur  and,  with  him,  the  Committee, 
have taken no account of the differences between the 
various political positions, because it is well known that 
even within the political groups themselves ......:.  I think 
this  is  particularly true of the group to which I  have 
the honour of belonging and we  must not indulge  in 
the weakness of .attempting to hide  the  fact - there 
exist,  with  regard  to  the outlook for  future  develop-
ment  in  the  Community,  significantly  different  atti-
tudes.  There  are  some  people  whose  concern  is  to 
adopt a  rigorously restrictive interpretation of things, 
according  to which  we  should  not take  the  smallest 
step that goes beyond the letter of the treaty; there are 
others  who  believe  in  taking  further  steps  towards 
European  integration,  not  just  as  regards  future 
amendments to the treaties  but also  as  regards inter-
pretation and application of the treaties themselves. 
Subject to these differences,  I wish  to say that in  this 
case we all  reacted to the rapporteur's proposal from a 
point of view of rigorous respect for the letter and the· 
spirit of the treaties. There is  nothing in  this resolution 
which is  designed to provoke or to call for an  increase 
in  Community responsibilities to the detriment of the 
responsibilities of the Member States. What is  more, I 
hope I may be  allowed to point out that the fact that 
Mr  Gillot  belongs  to  the  group  of  European  Pro-
gressive Democrats ought, from this point of view, to 
put even  the most sensitive and fastidious consciences 
at rest:  a French representative of thegroup of Euro-
pean Progressive Democrats is  hardly likdy to suggest 
or recommend, let  alone  draw up,  increases  in  Com-
munity responsibility to the detriment of the national 
states.  In  other; words, there is  absolutely no truth in 
any of this. I say this with complete frankness and cor-
diality, for the benefit of Mr Chambeiron. 
What lies  at the bottom  of this  request,  which  is  re-
peated in our resolution, that the Community, as  such, 
should be  allowed  to take  part in  the  Conference on 
the  Law  of the  Sea and subscribe to its  conclusions? 
There is  the simple fact that in  the context of the trea-
ties  at present in  force  the Member States have aban-
doned  various  aspects  of their sovereignty  and  have 
handed  over  various  responsibilities  to  Community 
bodies. Consequently,  as  a  result  of a  juridical  prin-
ciple  which  cannot be  called  into  question,  their  re-
sponsibility in  certain respects has been transferred to 
another body, namely to the  Community. That is  all 
there is to it. 
Far be it from us - because it would be pure madness 
- to ask that the Conference on  the Law of the  Sea 
should be signed by the Community only. This is  quite 
. clear: the Member States remain  responsible for those 
matters,  which  morem·er still  make  up  the  majority, 
that  are  reserved  for  the  sovereignty  o.f  the  nation 
states;  the  Community on  the  other hand  is  respon-
sible for those matters which have been assigned to it. 
And I am  not trying to mislead you, because all  this  is 
clearly spelt out in  the· report.  When we come  to  the 
problems of fisheries, ·transport, the fight against pol-
lution and thase problems which in  a commercial con-
text would derive from the hypothesis of the exploita-
tion  of the  mineral  resources  of the  sea-bed,  we  are 
entering a sphere, which, according to the treaties, ac-
cording  to the  iiuerpre·tation  of  them  that  has ·been 
made by  the  European Court of Justice, and  by  this 
Parliament itself, is  the preserve of the Community. 
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have no intention of straying from it; here is the juridi-
cal and political basis of these proposals. 
Ladies and gentlemen, I should also like to say that I 
have  heard  many  people  express  the  regret that this 
discussion  is  taking place at a  time  when the confer-
ence has already begun. Obviously, it would have been 
preferable to be able to discuss the topic and vote on it 
during the February part-session. However it is  not a 
tragedy if we can only get down to it today. If  only the 
conference were about to come to an end! That would 
mean that the serious problems, which are still  open, 
were about to be solved, but we know that more time 
wili be needed. So our attitude, though it is  not aiming 
at any unattainable goals, which in  any case would be 
illusory, is  justifiable and appropriate. It is  in line with 
the attitude that Parliament adopted --:- and this is  not 
something dating from yesterday as the rapporteur re-
minded us -when it  voted a resolution dated 23 May 
1977 relating to a  detailed report by Mr Bangemann, 
in  which we  find substantially the same ideas and the 
same motives  that have been expended here today in 
the Gillot report, which -permit me to remind you, 
ladies and gentlemen - constitutes an  extremely bal-
. anced view of things  compared with the clash of na-
tional interests and present problems. 
It has  been said  - and allow  me  to repeat this  as  a 
conclusion to my few  brief comments - that signifi-
cant  progres&  has  already  been  achieved.  An  agree-
ment has  already been rt>ached  in  terms of customary 
law  on  some  problems,  even  though  they  have  not 
been the subject of particular conventions and such an 
agreement is  binding in international law: for example, 
the 12  mile limit for territarial waters and the 200 mile 
limit for exclusive economic space. The problem that 
really remains open is  the problem of the sea-bed be-
cause, along with the conclusions which have already 
been achieved, we have safeguarded - and our reso-
lution provides. an  express record of this - the prin-
ciple of freedom of navigation even in straits, a subject 
of long standing polemics and disputes in the interna-
tion;tl Ia w of the sea. 
What is  the core of the problem of the sea-bed? The 
question is  to reconcile the demands and the expecta-
tions of the developing countries. The poor countries, 
the countries of the Third World, with the exigencies 
and the interests of the industrialized countries. What 
is  the  role  that the Community ought to play in  this 
conflict of interests? It must be a balancing role, a role 
inspired by wisdom, which will  mike these  legitimate 
demands its  own as  far as  that may be possible. This 
conference started out from  a  great idea,  it  was  in-
spired by great expectations - which. were  perhaps, 
like  all  great expectations,  more  generous  and  more 
ample than may be consistent with reality - in  other 
words, that these new resources, which could only be 
considered  susceptible  of being  mined  relatively  re-
cently, these sea-bed resources, should be organized as 
the common birthright of humanity in such a way as to 
channel  the  income  from  them  to  the  developing 
countries,  to  those  countries  that  need  to  improve 
their living conditions and their living standards. 
This will  not be an easy thing to do, but I  believe -
and this is  the purport of·our resolution and this is  the 
line that.the Community has followed- that here we 
must  combine  the  realization  of  a  supranational 
authority,  which  would  follow these  guidelines  with 
the  indispensable support needed to achieve  concrete 
results, with  the technology and the resources of the 
industrialized countries, which are already capable of 
beginning the exploitation of these resources. 
We  know  that  though  the  conference  is,  unfortu-
nately, still dragging on, there are already some coun-
tries which are thinking about devising national laws 
to protect and control' the exploitation of the sea-bed 
by  nationalized  companies.  This  is  also  the  back-
ground  to  the  h~pes that we  may be  able  to find  a 
common position for all  Member States as  regards the 
topics that come within their jurisdiction. This is  also 
·  legitimate; we are not talking about setting up binding 
rules; we are only saying: within the limits of what is 
right  and  reasonable,  within  the  limits  of  what  is 
possible and even in cases where the authority to discuss 
and stipulate has remained within the preserve of the 
national states,  let  us  attempt to devise common atti-
tudes. Here I see nothing that infringes the Treaty. On 
the contrary, here once again we are acting in accord-
ance with the letter and the spirit of the Treaty. 
This, then, ladies and gentlemen, is why I believe that 
even against the background of the different points of 
view,  all  legitimate  and  useful  which  have  been  ex-
pressed  in  this  House by those who have introduced 
the  votes  in  favour  of  the  motion  by  the  various 
Groups, we can still vote for this resolution with abso-
lute peace of mind and with clear consciences, in  the 
conviction  that  Parliament  is  remaining  within  the 
limits of its  own powers and is  not setting itself aims 
which  exceed  its  authority  but,  on the  contrary,  in-
tends to make a contribution which will  help to show 
the way for the other Community institutions that are 
directly involved in  this conference, just as it hopes to 
promote the achievement of an agreement which will 
certainly mark a  significant stage in  the development 
of international law and cooperation amongst nations. 
President.  - l call Mr Josselin. 
Mr Josselin. ·- (F) 'A  little  over three centuries ago 
the system of enclosures was established which was to 
revolutionize  agriculture,  first  in  Britain  and  then  in 
Europe. I believe that we are today witnessing a trans-
formation on the same scale in the realm of the Law of 
.the Sea. 
Mr President, ladies and gemleme~, this is  a vast sub-
ject which  unfortunately  we  have  only been  able  to 
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to come back to this subject with a little more time for 
discussion,· in  the light of a report at least as  compre-
hensive as the one submitted by Mr Gillot. 
It is a subject whose very title reveals all its complexity: 
'the law of the the sea' is  in  itself a contradiction, since 
up  to now the rule  has  always been thought to be  the 
freedom of the seas. 
Everything about this subject also indicates that it  is  a 
splendid one for us in the European Parliament to dis-
cuss. This is  certainly true as  regards the geographical 
area it  involves.  Need I remind you that, if we calcu-
late the size of the economic zone, the seas surround-
ing the European Community- and even more so in 
future with enlargement to include Spain and Portugal 
- make it the largest maritime region in the world: 22 
million square kilometres 1 
It  is also true as regards the multiplicity of subjects and 
of sectors involved. There is  the fisheries question, and 
Mr Battersby was  right ·to  remind  us  how  important 
this is  and how much the huge problem of the extinc-
tion  of certain  species  deserves  our  attention.  Then 
there is  the problem of transport by sea, and as one of 
the Members for Brittany I am unfortunately in a posi-
tion  to  know  how  much  caution  must  be  exercised 
when it comes to transport. I will  not go further into 
this question this evening, since, in addition to the mo-
tion for a resolution tabled by Mrs Le  Roux, two mo-
tions which I  have  tabled will  be  discussed  tomorrow 
morning.  The  major  transport problem  is  of course 
that of safety. Then  there  is  also  the  problem  of re-
search- and here toO the rapporteur did well  to em-
phasize the need  for a pooling of our resources. And 
then again there is  the huge issue of how to exploit the 
wealth of the sea bed. 
When faced  with all  these questions we are forced to 
admit- I say this in  all  friendliness to the representa-
tive  of the Communists and their allies  - that they 
can  only  be  tackled  on  a  Community  basis.  I  was 
among  those  who  supported  the  proposal  for  the 
Community in  its  own right to  be  a signatory to  the 
Convention, but I  would  have  liked  to  make  Com-
munity participation even  ~learer by choosing a num-
ber of representatives from our midst to go and repre-
sent,  exactly as  their national counterparts are doing, 
the  European  Parliament  at  this  conference  in  New 
York. 
Perhaps it  is  stilt  not too late; as  long as  there are  no 
budgetary problems. Since all  the national parliaments 
have  designated representatives to attend, why should 
the ):uropean Parliament not follow suit?!  · 
In  fact,  over and above the fisheries question - and if 
we wish to have a Community policy on fisheries, then 
it is  obvious that we  must act as  a Community in dis-
cussing  the  problems  of fish.eries  on  an  international 
scale- there is  the need for Europe to set an example 
in  giving institutional form to the notion of the region 
in  matters relating to the sea.  I mean that we must re-
place the conflict now opposing the 77 (the developing 
countries)  and  the  industrialized  countries,  and  that 
between coastal states and landlocked states, or coastal 
states and maritime powers, by the notion of the mari-
time region. 
I  would  hope  that  within  these  regions  multilateral 
cooperation might develop, enabling us  to go beyond 
our present conflicts which, as  we well  know, are ca-
pable  of preventing  any  progress  towards  accepting 
the rule of law in this matter. 
What I would like  is  for the Community to be on  the 
side  of  the  coastal  states.  The  notion  of  maritime 
powers,  was,  we  must  admit,  based  on  the  idea  of 
force. I would like  the Community to lead the way in 
defending the rule o_f law. And when I refer to the law, 
I use  the'term in  its  strictest sense.  I must warn those 
amongst you who want to rely simply on common law 
against the example to be found in  so many westerns: 
common law meant freedom, the right to the rancher 
to let  his  cattle run the  tarmer's corn and that sort of 
thing. 
[ would like us to give a proper legal dimension to this 
conflict. Common law can  never give rise to an  inter-
national  authority  founded  on  the  principles  of  de-
mocracy; however, we cannot do without such an au-
thority to ensure that the rules of the game are obeyed. 
We would  also warn the Community against the dan-
ger of seeing  the  sea  bed  taken  over  by  the  multi-
national companies (which  is  why we  must have  this 
international authority), as  well  as  against the danger 
of  transferring  technology' on  the  basis  of  our  own 
needs  rather than  those  of the  developing  countries, 
which  is  a  major problem.  For example,  it  should  in 
fact be  possible to process the nodules of various me-
tals in  countries near to where they are to be found -
if not, what is  the point of all  our speeches on hunger 
in the world? 
These are the  few  brief points I wished  to make  after 
the many which have already been made to encourage 
this House to adopt the Gillot report. 
I too would  like to say in conclusion that I hope- or 
more than that, I am  certain -that  this is a great task 
which can be guaranteed for the defence of the com-
mon heritage of mankind, for peace and - why not? 
- also more simply for the building of Europe. 
(Applause) 
President.  - I call Mr Lynge. 
Mr Lynge.  - (DK) Mr President,  as  the representa-
tive  of a country which is almost totally dependent on 
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afternoon who have said that this question of the law 
of the sea  is  very important. I will  not speak at great 
length, I will  merely very briefly draw your attention 
to  a  problem  which  I  see  was  not  covered  by  Mr 
Gillot's excellent report, and, as  far as  I know, has  not 
received  any  official  attention  whatsoever  in  certain 
quarters, including the United Nations. 
I am  referring to the  problem of the  icecaps. Around 
the South .Pole and the North Pole, the sea  is  covered 
with ice for the larger part of the year. The fact is that 
two thirds of the country I represent lies  north of the 
Arctic  Circle  and a  large part of the  Community sea 
around Greenland is  covered with ice for most of the 
year. This raises the following question. Is  sea which is 
covered by  ice for most of the year and is  frequented 
by hunters, i.e. people who live from what they find on 
or under the ice,  is  this ice sea or is  it an extension of 
the  land  which  temporarily  recedes?  This  is  an  ex-
tremely pressing problem  for us . .I  should  like  to  re-
mind this House that the most northerly people in  the 
world, the Polar Eskimos in  Thule, are citizens of the 
Community  and  that  their  problems  should  be  dis-
cussed here too. 
The Canadian Government has,  over the course of a 
few years, planned an enormous gas extraction project 
in  North Canada and has  started work on planning a 
project  known  as  the  'Arctic Pilot Project'  involving 
the extraction of natural gas off Bylot Island north of 
Melville  Island  and  transporting it  in  tankers via  the 
North-West Passage which is  continually covered with 
ice. The largest tankers in  the world will  be  used and, 
according to the current plans, they will  be  travelling 
along the  west coast of Greenland  through Commu-
nity waters with a cargo of refrigerated, liquid natural 
gas with an explosive  power which,  according to ex-
perts,  would  correspond  to  that of the  bomb used  at 
Hiroshima.  This  is  a  very  large  undertaking  which 
Canada has taken on. 
Regardless  of the fact  that there will  probably be  no 
accidents of this kind, the implementation of a plan of 
this kind would mean that the Polar Eskimos' ice-cov-
ered areas would continually be  ploughed up.  Several 
people  here  today have  mentioned  the  free  right  of 
navigation  and said  that this  must  be  upheld.  How-
ever,  in  view  of the  importance attributed to agricul-
ture  in  this  House,  I  think  I  might  reasonably  ask 
those  here  who  understand  agricultural  matters 
whether farmers  would  accept a  right  of navigation 
which  would  mean  that  a  tanker  could  come  and 
plough through their fields, and the icecap in  the most 
northerly  part of the  Community is  to  the  Eskimos 
what a field  is  to a farmer. This is  a problem which, as 
far as I know, has not been discussed at all. 
I should like  to request the Commissio.n  to  set up an 
expert committee to look into this aspect of the matter 
and  report to this  House, the  responsibility  of which 
extends to the Polar Eskimos, the most northerly inha-
bitants of the world and Community citizens. 
This is  of vital significance to my  country, and I shall 
say  no  more  concerning  the  further  consequences 
which  could result from  a negative outcome. We will 
leave this to a future occasion. 
President.  - I call Mr Gio!itti. 
Mr  Giolitti,  member  of the  Commission.  - (!)  Mr 
President, ladies and gentlemen, as  we were reminded 
by Mr Gillot, whom I should also !ike to congratulate 
on the excellent contribution he  has made to the prob-
lem  which  we  are  concerned with  today,  and as  was 
also emphasized by the various speakers who have pre-
ceeded  me,  this  third  United Nations Conference on 
the  Law  of the  Sea  is  the  occasion  of wide-ranging 
negotiations,  the  aim  of  which  is  to  re-define  the 
rights of various categories of countries with regard to 
sea areas. 
The evident  and  undeniable sluggishness  with which 
these negotiations, which began in  1973, are progress-
ing,  can  be  explained  in  terms  of  the  difficulty  of 
drawing up general rules in an area where the interests 
of the various countries involved all clash with one an-
other. The aim of the negotiations  is  to conclude the 
job  of creating a  new  legal  framework,  valid  for  the 
whole world, to act as  the basis  for a  new  economic 
order in  this vast and complex area. On the one hand, 
various  marine  interests  must  be  safeguarded  and  at 
the same time the jurisdiction of seaboard s'tates  over 
the  economic  zone  situated  beyond  their  territorial 
waters, which are likely to extend to a distance of 200 
miles,  must  be  acknowledged;  on  the  other  hand, 
technological  progress,  by  multiplying  the  possible 
uses  of the marine environment, will  make  it  p-ossible 
for the states in  question to take part in  the exploita-
tion of the sea-bed resources contained in  the interna-
tional zone. The negotiations are going ahead with the 
aim  of  concluding  a  consolidated  text,  whereas  in 
1958  and  1960  individual  conventions  were  agreed 
upon, separated into the various areas connected with 
the  law  of the sea. The aim of arriving at one single 
convention  cannot  be  separated  from  the  need  to 
achieve a consensus on the final  text. A consensus has 
already been found in  respect of one or two areas of 
the convention - I am thinking in particular of fisher-
ies  and  marine  pollution - but,  as  has  already been 
pointed out here, the balance of interests  is  very pre-
carious and  any  modification of this  complex edifice 
could  lead  to a  collapse.  Nevertheless,  the  prospects 
facing  us  are  in  general  positive.  The  international 
Community shows itself well aware of the need to suc-
ceed in devising a genuinely new law of the sea.  · 
Since June  1976,  the  European  Community and  the 
Member States have  made this great effort to  partici-
pate in  achieving this ambitious objective on the basis 
of the  guidelines drawn up by the Council of Minis-
ters. The steps taken by the Community are at present 
intended on the  one hand w  obtain acceptance of its 
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areas which come withi~ its own remit as a  community 
and,  on the  other hand, they  are  aimed  at attaining 
common positions  on the part of the Member States 
with  regard to many of the  topics  dealt with by  the 
conference. On various occasions the  Parliament has 
made  its  own  contribution  to  provide  a  favourable 
background for  consultation  amongst the institutions 
and  the report that we are discussing today, which  I 
hope will be approved tomorrow, confirms this reality, 
that is  to say,  this  commi·tment and this contribution 
by the Parliament. 
So much  for the very general aspects of the matter.  I . 
should now like to give some detailed answers to the 
questions which were put to the Commission concern-
ing  one or two  specific  points.  Concerning  points  I 
and 2 of the Motion for a Resolution, I should like to 
point out that a satisfactory coordination of the Com-
munity and the Member States  in  the application  of 
the directives transmitted by the Council to the Com-
mission  on  July  1976  resulted  from  the  previous 
sessions of the conference. On the basis of these guide-
lines,  the  Community  and  the  Member States  have 
made an effort to arrive at a common position regard-
ing each stage of the work, in  pa.rticular in the follow-
ing sectors: acceptance of the principle of the creation 
of an  economic zone  of 200  miles,  extension  of the 
continental shelf beyond the  200  miles,  efficacity  of 
the  international sea-bed  authority,  representation of 
the Community in  the executive bodies of the interna-
tional sea-bed authority and in  the operational bodies 
created  by  it,  measures  designed  to prevent the  cre-
ation of monopolies or dominant positions in  the  ex-
ploitation of the sea-bed; finally,  a system of compul-
sory arbitration of disagreements and controversies. 
With regard tO point 5 of the resolution, let me remind 
you  that  the  Commission.  and  the  Member  States 
adopt  a  common  position  with  regard  to  the  safe-
guarding and the  guaranteeing of freedom of naviga-
tion.  The freedom  is  guaranteed on the high  seas  by 
Article  87  of the  informal  text  of  the  Convention. 
With regard to territorial waters and the exclusive econ-
omic  zone,  the  Community  and  the  Member States 
have adopted a common attitude  in  order to see  that 
the powers of control and sanction conferred upon the 
sea-board states  are in  harmony with  the  principle of 
freedom  of navigation.  In  order to  protect this  prin-
ciple, the Community and the Member States intend in 
due course to ratify the maintenance and the observa-
tion  of the  principle,  by  asking  for  it  to  be  inserted 
into the preamble to the future Convention. 
With reference to point 7, on the basis of the Council~s 
guidelines  of july 1976,  the  Council  will  ask  to  be 
allowed to participate, along side the  Member States, 
in  the  management  of  the  international  sea-bed 
authority.  The  management of the  common  inherit-
ance of mankind will be based on the principle of the 
so-called parallel system. This system is conceived with 
the  aim  of establishing  non-discriminatory  access  to 
the exploitation of the  international zone, which  may 
also be managed at the same time by the administrative 
body  of the  Authority,  as  also  by  private  bodies  or 
state-owned·  bodies  based  in  the  various  countries 
which have signed the Convention. 
As  regards the sensitive  and sometimes serious  prob-
lem  of 'pollution - point 8 of the  draft resolution -
let  me  remind  you  that the negotiations on this  topic 
concluded with a consensus agreement at the  confer-
ence and re-opening of negotiations in  respect of this 
matter is  not expected. The present text of t\te  Con-
vention sets out the ways and means of cooperation on 
a  worldwide and regional  scale,  accompanied by  the 
necessary  guarantees for  the  Community and  for  its 
Member States. 
Finally,  a reference has been  made  to the problem of 
access  to  the  international  Court  of Justice  at  the 
Hague. Apropos of this, let me point out'that access to 
· this court is  limited  to states, in  accordance with Ar-
ticle 34 of the Statute of the court. 
These,  Mr  P~esident, are  points  which  obviously  do 
not go to the bottom of all  the  matters dealt with  in 
this debate, but with regard to which  it seemed tome 
that it was  my  duty and my  responsibility to provide 
some further elucidation on behalf of the Commission. 
(Applau;e) 
President  - I call Mr Gillot. 
Mr  Gillot,  rapporteur.  - (F)  Mr  President,  I  shall 
not talk for long, at this late hour, but I think I should 
reply to some of the observations which the  different 
speakers  have  made.  I  welcome  the  broad  consensus 
which  has emerged from  the different speeches .and I 
thank the speakers who were so good as  to praise the 
report before you. 
I deplore all  the more the attitude Mr Chambeiron has 
seen  fit  to take on behalf of the French Communists 
and  Allies.  In  my  second and very short statement, I 
shall give him pride of-place, although I am not certain 
that he will  like that. He mentioned the need to create 
demilitarized  zones  and  quoted  the  example  of the 
Mediterranean.  I  am  not sure  whether he  is  not,  by 
this very means, creating areas which would be  unpro-
tected, and I am  not sure  whether he  is  not thereby 
creating divisions  which might very well  be  regretted 
later.  He was  very  supercilious  on  the  question  of 
national  prerogatives.  Mr  Ferri  anticipated  me  by 
pointing out that I could provide  a certain guarantee 
in  this  respect as  I belong to the Gaullist Group. Fin-
ally, I note with pleasure that the attitude taken by Mr 
Chambeiron, while inconsistent with those he takes on 
behalf of his  Party in  other areas,  is  such  as  to fully 
confirm my  own idea of patriotism, which  is  not sec-
tarian, but pragmatic, and which recognizes the needs 
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I shall now come, very briefly, to the remarks made by 
the other speakers, who were all so good as to say they 
appr<Wed of this report. 
I note that, in the main, they put the stress on the dif-
ferences in emphasis in  the report. It is  in  fact a ques-
tion - and this is  the important thing - of striking a 
balance between the essential concepts of freedom of 
navigation, .research and fishing, which should not be 
the freedom of the fittest, and the new concepts of  ap-
propriation, of pooling world resources and of recog-
nizing and  guaranteeing  the  legitimate  rights  of the · 
developing countries. This balance is difficult to reach, 
but we must try to reach it. As the representative of the 
Commission said, this is an ambitious goal. 
One of our colleagues  feared  that our contribution, 
coming perhaps at the  eleventh  hour, would  have  no 
effect.  I believe  that once determination is  shown, as 
we shall  show ours,  it  is  never useless.  Ultimately,  it 
will  have  a  noticeable .effect.  In conclusion,  I  would 
like to remind you of this saying, which seems very ap-
propriate to  me:  it is  not because things are difficult 
that we do not dare, it is  because we do not dare, that 
they seem  difficult.  I  hope that we shall  demonstrate 
that we are capable of attaining ambitious goals for the 
good of mankind. 
(Applause) 
President.  - The debate is closed. 
The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote dur-
ing the next voting time. 
20.  Agenda for next sitting 
President. - The next sitting will  be held tomorrow, 
on Friday, 14 March 1980 with the followi~g agenda: 
9a.m.: 
- procedure without report 
-·vote on several requests for urgent procedure 
-vote on two requests for early votes 
- 10.30 a.m.: Voting time 
- motion  for  a  resolution  by  the  Committee  on 
Budgets on the budgetary timetable 
- motion for a resolution by Mr Spinelli on air links 
with Strasbourg 
-motion for a  resolution  by Mrs  Maij-Weggen on 
discrimination against women 
- motion. for  a  resolution  by  Mr Penders on  Zim-
babwe 
- two motions for resolutions on the oil slick in  Brit-
tany 
- Seal report on trade with Cyprus (without debate) 
- Seal  report on negotiations between the EEC and 
Cyprus 
-Joint debate on the Helms, Quin, Nielsen, Enright, 
Woltjer, Provan and Kirk reports on fisheries 
- End of  sitting: Voting time 
The sjtting is  closed. 
(The sitting was closed at 10.55 p.m.) 